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PREFACE 


On September 25, 1985 Governor George Deukmejian signed into law A B 
2104 (Chapter 965 of the Statutes of 1985) This legislation established, under 
the administration of the California State Archives a State Government Oral 
History Program "to provide through the use of oral history a continuing 
documentation of state policy development as reflected in California s legislative 
and executive history 

The following interview is one of a series of oral histories undertaken for 
inclusion m the state program These interviews offer insights into the actual 
workings of both the legislative and executive processes and policy mechanisms 
They also offer an increased understanding of the men and women who create 
legislation and implement state policy Further, they provide an overview of 
issue development in California state government and of how both the legislative 
and executive branches of government deal with issues and problems facing the 
state 

Interviewees are chosen primarily on the basis of their contributions to and 
influence on the policy process of the state of California They include members 
of the legislative and executive branches of the state government as well as 
legislative staff, advocates members of the media, and other people who played 
significant roles in specific issue areas of major and continuing importance to 
California 

By authorizing the California State Archives to work cooperatively with oral 
history units at California colleges and universities to conduct interviews this 
program is structured to take advantage of the resources and expertise in oral 
history available through California s several institutionally based programs 



Participating as cooperating institutions in the State Government Oral History 
Program are 

Oral History Program 

History Department 

California State University, Fullerton 

Oral History Program 
Center for California Studies 
California State University, Sacramento 

Oral History Program 
Claremont Graduate School 

Regional Oral History Office 
The Bancroft Libraiy 
University of California, Berkeley 

Oral History Program 

University of California Los Angeles 

The establishment of the California State Archives State Government Oral 
History Program marks one of the most significant commitments made by any 
state toward the preservation and documentation of its governmental history It 
supplements the often fragmentary historical written record by adding an 
organized primary source enriching the historical information available on given 
topics and allowing for more thorough historical analysis As such, the program 
through the preservation and publication of interviews such as the one which 
follows, will be of lasting value to current and future generations of scholars 
citizens, and leaders 


John F Burns 
State Archivist 


July 27, 1988 
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transcript for his approval In the review, extensive revisions were 
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the revised manuscript and returned it m December 1988 In the 
judgment of the interviewer, the emendations do not alter the meaning 
and intent of the original interview 
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BIOGRAPHICAL SUMMARY 


Ronald B Welch was bom on January 16 1908 to John Hayes Welch 
and Lettie Alma Phelan Welch m Stanton, Nebraska, where he attended the 
local public schools He graduated from Doane College m Crete Nebraska 
with a major in mathematics and, in 1932 received the Ph D m economics 
from Yale University 

He taught at Yale and at the University of New Hampshire in 1931 and 
1932 In 1933 he jomed the Connecticut Special Tax Commission, moving on 
to the Connecticut Department of Welfare m 1935 From 1936 41, Welch was 
research director of the National Association of Assessmg Officers in 
Washington DC In 1941 he became director of tax studies for the U S 
Board of (Transportation) Investigation and Research which was embarked on 
an attempt to develop a national policy that would foster a multifaceted state 
and local transportation system and would not penalize some forms relative to 
others From 1944 46, he was a tax economist with the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue 

Dixwell Pierce, executive secretary of the State Board of Equalization, 
brought Welch to California m 1946 to be chief of the board’s Division of 
Research and Statistics From 1958 until retirement m 1974, he was assistant 
executive secretary In this capacity, he was instrumental m a long term 
process of updating and improving county assessment practices during the 
1960s His responsibilities included working closely with legislative committees 
and staff and upon occasion with members of the governor's staff on vanous 
aspects of the state s property tax program 

During these years Welch published numerous articles in professional 
journals He has also done extensive consulting for state and local governments 
and pnvate organizations and served as an expert witness m assessment 
appeals When interviewed m 1988, he was still involved in these activities 

In July 1939 Welch mamed Margaret Hazel Bisbee Mr and Mrs 
Welch have raised three sons Robert bom m April 1941, Richard, bom m 
December 1943, and Charles, bom in July 1956 The Welches reside in 
suburban Sacramento where he continues to enjoy playing golf 
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[Session 1, April 19, 1988] 
[Begin Tape 1 Side A] 



WELCH But I don t talk very well 
MORRIS Writing well is a great skill 

WELCH I think so I write simply, but my writing could hardly be 

characterized as erudite I think you can generally understand 
what I am trying to say m what I write which is more than I can 
say for some of the writers whose work I have to read 
MORRIS Well I think when writing on taxation, revenue, and things of that 
sort, the simpler the better 

WELCH Yes I think it’s better for almost anything but that’s because I m a 
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MORRIS 


WELCH 


MORRIS 


WELCH 


MORRIS 


WELCH 


simple person 

I d like to talk today about your early years in the state 
government and the things you were interested m then I 
apologize for my notes not getting here until today 
There are many things in your notes that I can’t recall, and I know 
I would only mislead you by trying to do so Those things we 
ought to skip 

The Board of Equalization particularly, is one aspect of state 
government that we haven’t done any work with so far so I m 
really anxious to get some sense of what it was hke when you 
came aboard and then how it has developed over the years 
All nght Why don t I let you lead out and respond as best I can 
and we 11 feel our way along 

All nght My notes as you can see, cast a wide net because when 
starting out Im not too sure what things a person has been 
directly mvolved m and what was going on down the hall that he 
didn’t pay any attention to So, it looks like you are not a native 
of California 

That’s nght You guessed that I dont doubt from my alma mater 
Doane College Doane College you may not know is m Crete 
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MORRIS 

WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 


Nebraska about 100 miles from where I was bom Doane is not a 
very well known college but lfs one of the better small, liberal 
arts colleges of the Midwest It has some national recognition for 
excellence 

Were you studying economics there 7 

That was not my major mterest at that time I majored m 

mathematics and minored m chemistry But 1 became very 

interested in economics as the result of an inspirational teacher and 

a fascinating textbook And when I went to Yale University, I was 

a sort of protege of a Doane alumnus who was a professor m the 

Yale economics department 

Did Yale people come out and recruit you 7 

No, I don t think they recruited for graduate school students 

certainly not persons as obscure as me But the alumnus of whom 

I spoke, Fred Fairchild, had known my father, who had taught in 

the Crete schools before he went to my birthplace Stanton 

Nebraska 

Is "Fred" short for "Frederick" 7 

No, he never used a first name other than Fred I should add that 
I received a scholarship at Yale bestowed by Doane, whose first 



MORRIS 

WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 

MORRIS 
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president was a Yale graduate, David Brainerd Perry I think the 
scholarship amounted to the princely sum of something less than 
$700 

That was a princely sum m 1928 

I managed to live on it by supplementing it with outside work 
From there on out the University, or m one year the New York 
State Tax Commission picked up most of the cost of my education 
that I couldnt handle with outside work 

Was it the scholarship that interested you in going to Yale, or had 
you thought of gomg to graduate school after leaving Doane’ 

I think that was the principal motivation for picking Yale as a 
graduate school But I m sure I was attracted to it for other 
reasons When I was a boy, I read all the books that were then 
written for young people Some of my favorites were m a senes 
about some Yale undergraduates, the Rover boys [Laughter] 

Great And then you stayed m the East You did graduate work m 
economics at Yale until you received a Ph D degree’ 

Yes and as I was finishing my doctoral dissertation I was a 
full time instructor m elementary economics at Yale 
Were you concentrating m governmental finance’ 
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WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 

MORRIS 

WELCH 


I took a graduate course in public finance wrote my dissertation 
on a current national tax problem and also took a course m 
government That course was called "political science" instead of 
"government," and the economics course I was teaching was called 
"political economy" rather than "elementary economics " The 
dignity of the courses was enhanced by these names 
[Discussion deleted] 

Connecticut Special Tax Commission of 1935 

Your resume says you did a research job for the Connecticut 

Special Tax Commission 

Yes 

That was m the middle of the Depression wasnt it? 

It was I had gone to the University of New Hampshire after the 
Yale authonties decided they had to curtail their expenditures 
because of the Depression I had a one year job there while 
another man was on a sabbatical leave So I was out of a job m 
the summer of 1933 

I was very happy to have an opportunity to go to work for a 
temporary commission that was created by the legislature m 1933 
The then governor, Wilbur Cross, was the former chairman of the 
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MORRIS 

WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 


department of economics at Yale, and he appomted Fred Fairchild 
to the chairmanship of the commission My selection to fill a 
junior position on the staff was inevitable 
That’s interesting 

After a rather lame beginning I really blossomed and had a very 
interesting and valuable experience I wrote about a third of our 
massive report and many of the bills that were introduced at the 
commissions request 

Was this an overhaul of the Connecticut tax system 7 
That was a large part of what the commission was appointed for 
At that time, there was considerable doubt about the state s 
financial health and whether it should be strengthened to survive 
the Depression The commission made a good many 
recommendations quite a few of which were enacted mto law 
There was a very high rate of adoption m comparison to the 
success of many other such study groups 

Was it the idea to find new or more equitable sources of revenue? 
I don’t think that was the commission’s only mandate although it 
was probably mentioned in the act creatmg the commission I 
could refresh my memory on that pomt but I dont think it would 



7 


MORRIS 


WELCH 


MORRIS 


WELCH 


be worth your time at this point 

I m just curious as to what kinds of issues were to be resolved 
whether they had any relevance to some of the debates that we 
have now about equity in taxation and paying for services that 
citizens want 
[Interruption] 

It s my recollection that our mandate was very broad, without any 
specific directive to suggest new sources of revenue but with that 
opportunity if the commission wished to do so We were to study 
all aspects of financing the state and local governments I would 
hazard the guess that one reason the commission was created was 
that Connecticut did not have a personal income tax then and I 
don t think it has today, at least not a broad based personal mcome 
tax The state had what was called a "choses m action tax", an 
old fashioned legal term for a tax on certam kinds of intangibles 
and the commission recommended that it be replaced by a tax on 
mterest and dividends This was one of the laws enacted in 1935 
I used to live m Connecticut and I do remember a personal 
property tax 

Personal property or personal mcome 7 
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MORRIS 

WELCH 

MORRIS 

WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 


Personal property 

Yes, they did when I was there but I don’t think they still tax 
household personalty They were taxing some busmess personal 
property when I last researched the subject 

Well, it’s hard to keep track of all the variations among the states 
There was a time when I knew the property tax laws of the then 
forty eight states pretty well, but I don t now 
National Association of Assessing Officers and Board of 
Investigation and Research, 1940 

And then, on the strength of that expenence you began to do 
some national research 7 

Yes, I became research director for the National Association of 
Assessmg Officers which is now the International Association of 
Assessing Officers 
[Interruption] 

I was supported m that capacity by a grant from the Laura 
Spelman Rockefeller Fund The grant ran out in five years, by 
which time the association was supposed to be self supporting 
Fortunately I had been asked shortly before the grant expired to 
become director of tax studies for a federal agency with the 
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nondescript title of Board of Investigation and Research This 
board was created by the Transportation Act of 1940 1 
MORRIS Was this in relation to tax revenue for highways and things like 
that? 


WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 


MORRIS 


WELCH 


Yes It was essentially an effort to determine whether some kinds 
of transportation were being subsidized to the disadvantage of 
other lands or taxed more heavily than other kinds or things of 
that sort My objective, my part of the research, was to investigate 
the taxation of transporters of persons and goods m the Umted 
States 

On the roadways or the railways or all forms? 

All forms pipelines railroads motor earners, water earners, air 
earners The whole gamut 

Were you concerned with differences between states or mostly 
differences in federal taxation? 

Our studies were to cover state and local governments as well as 
the federal government if there were differences and there were 
some It was an attempt to find a national transportation policy 
that would foster a multi faceted transportation system and would 


x 49 U S C A Sec 301 (1940) 
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MORRIS 

WELCH 

MORRIS 

WELCH 


MORRIS 


WELCH 

MORRIS 

WELCH 


not penalize some forms relative to others 
Getting ready for the postwar era? 

Actually our study didn t have a postwar focus because the board 
was created before we had entered the war I went down to 
Washington on Pearl Harbor Day and began the next day 
Good heavens’ 

I felt rather foolish about fulfilling a promise to work on a project 
unrelated to the war and I continued to feel uneasy I had a 4 F 
draft rating and I eventually found that the War Department didnt 
want me even as a volunteer We were involved in what you 
might call a historical project Of course we hoped that what we 
found would be useful in the postwar period but there wasn’t 
much focus on that objective 

That’s mterestmg You know, dunng the postwar years we seem to 

have gone through an era when the railroads, which had been the 

primary form of transportation, gave way to highways and trucks 

for carnage of goods 

And airlines for carnage of passengers 

Right 

I’m sure these things were foreseen but the degree to which they 
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were realized I suppose was not foreseen I m quite sure none of 
us on the board s staff had foresight that came close to equaling 
our hindsight 

MORRIS You know there doesn t seem to have been much consideration of 
maintaining a balance between different types of transportation m 
the later years 

WELCH An mteresting thing about that is that there is now protective 
federal legislation which is mtended to prevent the kinds of 
discrimination clearly evident to us m the course of our study 
Railroads at that time were disadvantaged in tax matters relative to 
most of the other carriers Knowing what I did or thought I did 
about the political climate, I did not recommend to the board 
that it advocate some of the restraints on state and local 
governments that would have evened up the scales and eventually 
were adopted by the congress 

In the postwar period around 1950, legislation was framed 
without my participation that was mtended to prohibit taxation of 
railroad property at higher levels than the property of other 
commercial and industrial property was taxed After many similar 
or identical bills had been introduced over a period of some fifteen 
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WELCH years, the content of one of these bills was made part of the 

Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act often called 
the "4 R Act" that was passed by the congress m 1976 1 In 
effect this section of the 4 R Act says that state and local 
governments cannot tax railroad property more heavily than they 
tax other commercial and industrial property whether by means of 
property taxes per se or other lands of taxes that might be 
construed as property taxes or property tax substitutes [This 
prohibition was intended to redress inequalities arising from the 
assessment of railroads by state agencies at higher levels than local 
assessors assessed the general run of commercial and industrial 
properties rather than to redress inequalities among types of 
earners, but it helped m both areas smee few of the nonrailroad 
earners were state assessed 

California is currently involved m a lawsuit on this subject but 
the litigation began long after I had retired from the State Board of 
Equalization Shortly after I retired from the board, I was asked to 
make a study of the situation in Colorado, where the legislature 
had adopted a law that obviously dropped the assessment level for 


*45 U S G A Sec 801 (1976) 
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commercial and industrial property below that used by the state’s 
assessment agency To the best of my knowledge, I was the first 
person to conduct a study of this type Unlike the laws of Arizona, 
the amount of this discrimination was not easily established, but 
my estimate easily prevailed m the states Board of Tax Appeals ]* 
MORRIS That’s fascinating considering the history of the railroads 
themselves There was an era when they were considered 
extremely powerful and financially able, and for them to have 
fallen on hard times is a curious irony 

WELCH Yes they were prosperous right through the twenties I think it 
wasn t until the Depression hit them that they fell on hard times 
Then they got this second wave m the form of competition from 
other forms of transportation That really did them in 
Bureau of Internal Revenue Near End of World War II 
MORRIS How did your responsibilities change when you went over to the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue? 

WELCH When I went to the Bureau, I hadnt quite finished my report to 
the Board of Investigation and Research a report that turned out 

*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material dunng his review of 
the draft manuscript 
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MORRIS 

WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 

MORRIS 

WELCH 


to be over 450 printed pages long 
Another dissertation 

We were running out of money at the Board of Investigation and 
Research so I accepted a job at the bureau in which I was to work 
on the excess profits tax Every weekmght, after finishing my daily 
stint at the bureau, and every weekend I went over to the 
handed down mouse infested quarters of the board to work on this 
report With the help of a bevy of stencil cutters I finally got a 
preliminary draft out m mimeograph form for comment The 
Government Printing Office produced it as a U S Senate report in 
the fall of 1944 

So you were carrying two responsibilities at that point? 

Right 

At that time was the Bureau of Internal Revenue writing excess 
profits tax regulations? 

Not that I recall, at least that wasnt my function The excess 
profits tax was comparatively new, and it was a very difficult thing 
to administer The general purpose of the tax was to severely limit 
the amount businesses could earn by reason of the war effort But 
the law tried to provide an exemption for "normal" profits, and 
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WELCH those profits were very difficult to measure 1 I was part of a 
research group that provided guidance on normal profits 

For example, one of the cases I worked on was Du Pont [E I 
du Pont de Nemours & Company] This company had brought out 
nylon a little before we entered the war Obviously, this new 
product would have made a lot of money, war or no war So what 
would you say would be normal profits from this innovation 7 This 
was only one of many such new products in this penod of rapid 
mdustnal progress nght at the end of the Depression and the 
beginning of the war It was very difficult to apply the tests of 
normal profits that the statute provided 

I was in a research group where we studies various types of 
industries and tried to give the revenue agents guidance for their 
decisions as to what were normal profits I suspect we weren’t 
terribly helpful but at least they felt more knowledgeable after 
reading our reports It was a very mteresting experience for me I 
studied such things as the chemical industry, with specialization on 
rayon then the primary substitute for natural fibers the pulp 


x Excess Profits Tax Act of 1940, 54 Stat 974 (1940) and Excess Profits 
Amendment of 1941, 55 Stat 27 (1941) 
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MORRIS 


WELCH 


MORRIS 


WELCH 


industry that provided the major raw material for rayon, and the 
paper industry which consumed most of the wood pulp 
The chemical industry was also responsible for developments like 
penicillin during the war years 

The antibiotics are usually called pharmaceuticals rather than 
chemicals I was not mvolved in the pharmaceutical field You 
might wonder how we got mvolved with the paper industry smce 
that industry wasn t bringing out much m the way of new 
products Well, another of the bureau’s problems was to establish 
normal profits for a busmess that was expandmg its capacity and 
there was a lot of that m the field of paper and paper products 
Did you work with books and statistics, or did you do actual site 
studies of what was gomg on? 

Very little of the latter, although I did visit a steel mill to learn its 
technology for use in one case Almost all of our information came 
from the censuses of busmess the bureau’s printed statistics of 
mcome textbooks company reports and other printed matter It 
was almost entirely what I’ve heard called armchair research In 
fact one time I was asked to be a witness m a paper company case 
before the Board of Tax Appeals I was scared to death that when 
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I was being qualified as an expert witness the appellants lawyer 
would say ,r Well now, what paper mills have you visited?" I hadnt 
visited a smgle mill I think I’d have been thrown out as an expert 
witness right then and there 

MORRIS Where you’re trying to calculate something like normal profits, 

would you confer with financial people, stockbrokers, and the like 
to assess what was a fair profit? 

WELCH No we didnt I suppose we would have thought such persons 

were biased against the Bureau Or perhaps that they would be as 
puzzled by the concept as we were 

[End Tape 1 Side A] 

[Begin Tape 1, Side B] 

II CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION PROPERTY 

ASSESSMENT PRACTICES IN THE 1940s and 1950s 

Division of Research and Statistics 

MORRIS What was it that made the California State Board of Equalization 
interesting enough for you to move from Washington DC? 

WELCH Well, my wife [Margaret] had come from California and so I d had 
a certain amount of indoctrination from her I had other relatives 
here and had visited the state once during my employment by the 
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National Association of Assessing Officers and found it extremely 
attractive But more than anything else, it was [Executive 
Secretary State Board of Equalization] Dixwell Pierce who brought 
me here 

MORRIS Did he come looking for you 7 

WELCH Well not exactly When I was with the National Association of 
Assessmg Officers, I had jomed the National Tax Association an 
orgamzation I d known of for years Dixwell Pierce was very active 
in this association so we met at several annual conferences But 
we really became close friends when he and I were among those 
appomted to an advisory committee to the Civil Aeronautics Board 
The CAB at the direction of congress, was investigating a tax 
problem of the air earners The state of Minnesota had decided to 
assess property taxes on Northwest Airlines whole fleet despite the 
fact that the company was denvmg much of its mcome from 
operations outside Minnesota and was being taxed on parts of the 
value of its fleet m other states The Supreme Court of the United 
States held that Minnesota had this nght without deciding whether 
the other states had duplicate nghts This created quite a furor, 
and it seemed inevitable that the congress would do something 
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WELCH about it By reason of the fact that I had written about airline 

taxation while with the Board of Investigation and Research, I was 
asked to be a member of an advisory committee Mr Pierce was 
asked to be a member because he was president of the National 
Tax Association and a highly respected tax administrator We 
found at that time that we had very good rapport 

When a position out here at the State Board of Equalization 
chief of the Division of Research and Statistics became vacant 
because the incumbent decided to go mto private practice as a tax 
consultant, Mr Pierce was looking for a successor He thought I 
would do, and he said "We can’t match your salary at the Bureau 
but, if you 11 take the job, I can almost promise you that you will 
be elected secretary of the National Tax Association at the 
forthcoming conference and that job pays a few hundred dollars a 
year 11 Sure enough, I was elected to that office and reelected 
annually for the next eleven years I had taken a risk, but I would 
probably have come here even without the added inducement 
because I was very fond of Mr Pierce and I liked California 
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Dixwell Pierce and the Improvement of Assessment Quality 

MORRIS Tell me a little about him People speak highly of him, but I don’t 
know whether he was scholarly or 

WELCH He was yes but he was also a lot of other things [He had a 
distinguished ancestry that goes back to a Dixwell who, as a 
member of the British House of Commons became one of the 
judges who condemned King Charles I to death m 1640 He was a 
graduate of the University of California at Berkeley and of Boalt 
Hall, the law school on the Berkeley campus He was the State 
Board of Equalization s chief executive officer from the mid twenties 
until he retired in 1963 He was a tower of strength in the 
National Tax Association and the National Association of Tax 
Administrators He was very influential in the legislature He had 
the complete confidence of the members of the State Board of 
Equalization And above all he was very thoughtful of his host of 
friends I once wrote a eulogy of him but nothing I could write 
would do him full justice ]* 

MORRIS Have you a collection of all the papers you have written 9 


*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material during his review of 
the draft manuscript 
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WELCH 


MORRIS 

WELCH 

MORRIS 

WELCH 


Well almost all of them Most of my papers were put together m 
six large volumes that were presented to me when I retired from 
the board And I’ve kept copies of all papers I have written since 
then With a few exceptions, these papers are not mentioned m 
my resume, only what I think of as printed papers are hsted there 
The papers I m referring to now were photocopied and sent to a 
small group mainly the California assessors and interested 
persons in the state board 
These were working papers for internal use? 

Some were, but most of them are speeches I gave at vanous 
conferences and testimony before legislative committees 
When Mr Pierce invited you out here did he have some particular 
things m mind that he wanted you to do ? 

If he didn’t when he hired me, it didn t take him long to find a 
challenging job for me He secured passage of a bill by the 
legislature that directed the board to study the workloads and the 
assessment practices of each of the county assessors to recommend 
changes m practices where needed and to estimate the budget 
required to conform to the board s recommendations [Discussion 
deleted] 
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So, we wrote and published fifty eight reports and then 
repeated reports for one or two counties I was in charge of 
writing the reports I was not in charge of gathering the data used 
in them 

Do I understand that there were recommendations for each specific 
county 7 

Yes there were Ill confess though, that m order to get the 
seemingly endless job done we began boilerplating the 
recommendations after a while As a result of these 
recommendations and to some extent as the result of Mr Pierce s 
influence, there was a large degree of adoption of the 
recommendations The assessors of California became much better 
financed than they had been m the past and did greatly improve 
their assessment practices 

Had there been concerns that some counties were not doing a 
particularly equitable job m assessing 7 

Yes, there were a lot of counties where the assessment quality was 
very poor not for lack of desire on the part of the assessors to 
do a better job but a lack of financing and of course, a lack of 
ability on the part of assessors It wasn’t motivation that they 
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lacked It was ability that some lacked and financial support that 
many lacked 

When you were doing those reports, were there noticeable 
differences m the rate of assessment from one county to another"? 
That was not a part of our investigation, but it was common 
knowledge that there were such differences What you are alluding 
to is another subject to which Mr Pierce addressed himself This is 
perhaps the second major area of mterest he had in the property 
tax field I think he felt badly about the fact that the Board of 
Equalization had a constitutional duty to level the average ratios of 
county assessments but had defaulted on this obligation m most of 
the twentieth century 

He felt that the board had not done its duty well? 

It had not It had done nothing smce 1937 and very little smce 
1935 What it did m 1935 was the first senous effort at 
intercounty equalization smce the early 1900s The board did issue 
a good many orders m 1935 that were intended to create a better 
degree of equalization Then there were a few orders m 1936 and 
1937 that more or less redressed the inequalities of the 1935 
orders And then the board did nothing except create a new 
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division called the Division of Assessment Standards whose 
objective was to achieve equalization by persuasion This is a very 
ineffective way to produce equalization 
Legislation for Better Equalization 

MORRIS In your expenence that doesn’t work 7 

WELCH That doesn t work particularly m a state like California where the 
county assessors were strong politically [Hopmg to find a more 
palatable method of equalization than had been used in 1935, Mr 
Pierce, m collaboration with the able assistant assessor of Los 
Angeles County [John] Jack Hartman drafted legislation that was 
enacted m 1949 1 This law directed the Board of Equalization to 
make studies that would produce average ratios of assessed value 
to market value of taxable property m each of the counties 
Statewide equalization was to be achieved not by forcmg changes 
m county assessed values but by adjustmg other things to these 
county ratios If a county was assessing at a low level, the state 
school equalization aid for that county was to be computed at the 
amount it would have been had its assessment level been at the 
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statewide average for all the counties ]* There were a number of 
other areas m which an equalization objective was to be achieved 
without factoring individual assessments on the local assessment 
rolls Well this law never became operative for a number of 
reasons and I suppose we ought to explore them 
MORRIS Yes that’s a very tantalizing comment 

WELCH It was 1955 before there was finally a revival of the mtercounty 
equalization program and 1957 before the program became 
palatable to the assessors and thus to the legislators Meanwhile 
there were biannual postponements of the operative date of the 
1949 law m 1951 1953 1955 and 1957 before it was repealed m 
1959 

MORRIS That’s fascinating Is that a frequent device of the legislature? 

WELCH I wouldnt know if there are other cases of the same sort, but it 
probably was unique If for no other reason it must have been 
unique m the extent to which it was indulged m 
MORRIS Was there any special reason why the operative date of the 1949 
was postponed? 

*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material dunng his review of 
the draft transcript 
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WELCH Yes [There was one reason that might be called good and one 

that might be called bad The county supervisors had good reason 
to dislike the law because it provided for factoring state 
assessments of railroad and other public utility properties to the 
levels found for local assessments, and the assessors advised them 
that this could result m cutting the state assessments substantially 
You see these state assessments made by the State Board of 
Equalization, were certified to the county auditors, who applied to 
them the same tax rates that were imposed on county assessed 
values ] * The counties were very strong m legislative circles in 
those days, which you will recall was before the United States 
Supreme Court held that the districts from which legislators were 
elected had to have substantially equal populations So the county 
supervisors and county assessors were able to thwart the state 
board’s efforts as expressed by Mr Pierce and more or less 
concurred m by the board members but not particularly urged by 
them I don’t think there was anybody on the State Board of 
Equalization who had the courage to urge them Oh, [Board of 


*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material during his review of 
the draft transcript 
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Equalization Chairman William G ] Bonelli had lots of courage, 
but I’m not sure he was mterested m this particular subject matter 
If the counties had that much power, if s cunous that they didn’t 
find a way to keep the bill from bemg passed m the first place 
That s a very mterestmg point The bill passed both houses in 
1949 without a dissenting vote It was a proposal that had so 
much merit that even those who ought to have been suspicious of 
it were almost overwhelmed by it Perhaps it took the counties by 
surprise In any event, it went on the statute books But then the 
counties got busy 

Would this be the county boards of supervisors or the county 
assessors 7 

Both County assessors bemg elected were apparently almost on a 
par with the supervisors when it came to political power Together 
they were unbeatable 
I can see that yes 

The assessors more or less told the supervisors what was good for 
them and what wasn’t, m the property field and this law wasn’t 
good from the supervisors’ pomt of view 
Is that somewhat like the relationship between the executive 
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secretary of the Board of Equalization and the members of the 
board, who are elected but don’t seem to have been particularly 
forceful m some years? 

That might be true of the years we are talking about It cannot be 
said today Board members today are very active This is 
something we can explore as time passes 

I’d be mterested yes as to when you began to see a change in 
how the board members conducted themselves 
It depended largely on the executive secretary himself Mr Pierce 
was strong He was a leadmg influence before the board He had 
the complete confidence of the long time chairman of the board 
[Richard E ] Dick Collins, who died not long after I joined the 
board s staff There were other leaders who came before my time 
Fred [E ] Stewart was apparently a strong member 
Right, when [Harry B ] Riley was the executive director, wasn’t he? 
Oh Riley Harry Riley was state controller and an ex officio 
member of the State Board of Equalization He is not to be 
confused with George Reilly who was elected to the board in 
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1951 Survey of Assessments 

WELCH So the counties were able to forestall implementation of the 1949 
legislation And it wasn’t just a matter of not providing for 
implementation in the board s budget It was a matter of writing 
mto the law new operative dates to replace the 1951 m the 
original law 

There was an abortive effort to implement the law m 1951 I 
was m Europe at the time on an ECA Economic Cooperation 
Administration mission So I didn t have any participation m the 
1951 fiasco, but I learned of it when I returned in the fall 

The board had been provided with enough of a budget to 
make a survey of sorts as required by the 1949 law The 1951 bill 
postpomng the effective date of the law until 1953 was lying 
unsigned on Governor [Earl] Warren s desk on the day the board 
was required by the 1949 statute to announce its ratio findings for 
1951 The board announced its findings, and the governor signed 
the postponement legislation a few minutes later Then the 
legislature asked the Senate Interim Committee on State and Local 
Taxation, chaired by [Senator] Ben Hulse of Imperial County to 
study the mtercounty equalization problem While Senator Hulse 
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was, we thought somewhat biased as the result of our low ratio 
finding for his home county, he gave free reign to an able staff, 
which mcluded a brilliant young man whose name you may have 
encountered m the course of your work, Leslie E Carbert Carbert 
died subsequently, not much over 50 years of age still a young 
man by my standards 
Absolutely 

Les Carbert and the permanent member of the Senate Committee 
on Revenue and Taxation staff William K Schmelzle, wrote a 
report for the interim committee If you can spell that name 
you re pretty good 
There re two Ls 7 

Yes, Schmelzle A German name, I guess 

Carbert did a large percentage of the work, I think They 
prepared a rather devastating report on what the board had done 
m 1951 [I felt fortunate to have had nothing to do with the 
boards 1951 study I had been asked before the mception of the 
study to suggest how I proposed to handle the work if it were 
assigned to me, but my suggestion was not accepted, largely, I 
think, because the assessors didn’t like it When they heard the 
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WELCH ratios that the board announced before the governor signed the 
1951 postponement bill the assessors must have thought that 
their expectations had been fulfilled What might not have been 
known was that the board had factored its staffs findings up by 
something m the order of 40 percent a fact that I did not discover 
until it was revealed by the senate interim committee s report of 
March 1953 

It had been my suggestion that the ratio findings be derived by 
the method used m other states making this kind of findings that 
is, by companng sales prices of real estate with assessed values of 
those properties that had recently been sold under conditions that 
passed certain tests The chief of the board s Assessment Standards 
Division had suggested that appraisals be used instead of sales 
prices for comparison with assessed values to derive assessment 
ratios The latter proposal was adopted by the board and the staff 
of the Assessment Standards Division was augmented enough to 
complete a study by July, 1951 

The assessors, I m sure thought that the appraisers would 
value properties selected for appraisals at figures that would 
produce higher ratios than would have been produced by the 
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WELCH sales ratio study I had proposed It turned out that the board s 
appraisers didn’t have the attitude the assessors expected of them 
They did a professional job at least a professionally onented job 
They not only had the motivation to do a good job but they had 
the inherent ability to do a good job Some of them were 
madequately trained and had little experience But I m sure they 
made a valiant effort under very difficult circumstances to do the 
work they were assigned And the job assigned to them was to 
estimate what randomly selected properties could be sold for, 
which wasn t much different than my proposal to find out what 
recently sold properties were actually sold for 

While the assessors might not have been very unhappy with 
the factored up ratios that the board announced they must have 
been astounded with the results after having talked with the 
appraisers before their figures were finalized and before any 
decisions to factor results had been reached by higher authority I 
don’t recall that the assessors were very unhappy until the senate 
interim committee report came out and it became clear that the 
flawed sampling method employed m the 1951 study would be 
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MORRIS [Why did the board announce factored up ratios? 


33 


WELCH That was done to avoid a massive shift m taxes from state 

assessed property to locally assessed property That would have 
been a very unpopular shift The board had a Hobson’s choice to 
escape the shift It could assess the railroads and other public 
utilities at something like twice what its own Valuation Division 
told them these taxpayers properties were worth or they could 
factor up the ratios supplied them for locally assessed property 
They chose the latter 

MORRIS Several minutes ago you mentioned another reason why the 

counties were opposed to the 1949 law that might be called a bad 
reason I don’t believe you ve told us that reason yet 
WELCH No, I haven t This reason is that local officials both assessors and 
supervisors but more particularly the assessors thought 
announcement of a county’s average ratio of assessed value to 
market value would bring an avalanche of appeals to the county 
boards of equalization by property owners who thought their 

*Mr Welch revised, clarified, and added the bracketed material during his 
review of the draft transcript 
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properties were assessed above that average This fear was 
especially great among assessors who were deliberately 
overassessmg some types of property relative to other types an 
illegal practice in California ] * The San Francisco assessor 
MORRIS [Russell] Russ Wolden? 

WELCH who you probably recall was sent to prison eventually was 

very strongly opposed to announcement of county ratios because he 
was making a good living out of doing a job that involved 
favoritism The people whom he favored would get a break 
people whom he didn t favor would get "the business " And if the 
county average ratio were announced, that would interfere with 
this racket 

MORRIS Anybody could look at their own property’s ratio? 

WELCH Yes Anyone could make a pretty good estimate of the value of his 
own property and divide that estimate mto the property’s assessed 
value If the taxpayer was in busmess and hadn t slipped some 
money to Wolden, he would probably find that his property was 
assessed for something m the neighborhood of 50 percent of his 

*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material during his review of 
the draft transcript 
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estimate of its worth If he went to the county board of 
equalization and asked for a reduction of his assessed value to the 
31 percent level that the boards staff found for San Francisco, he 
would have got no relief because the supervisors, who comprised 
the county board of equalization m those days simply asked the 
assessor at what ratio he assessed this type of property and were 
told 50 percent Wolden was not confident that he could 
hoodwink the supervisors if the state board came out with 
unfudged average assessment ratios year after year I guess John 
Quinn then the Los Angeles County Assessor and some other 
assessors who were deliberately and sometimes openly assessing 
busmess properties at higher ratios of market value than other 
properties had similar misgivings, but none spoke out as loudly as 
Russ Residential properties were generally assessed at the lowest 
ratios in these counties In San Francisco the average for homes 
m the mid fifties was around 10 percent at a time when the overall 
average was around 25 percent 

The law did not have m it any specification about the percent of 
market value? 


[End Tape 1, Side B] 
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[Begin Tape 2 Side A] 

Publishing the Ratios of Assessments 

WELCH [The 1949 law didn’t but the Revenue and Taxation Code and its 
predecessors had what amounted to a full market value 
requirement that had been ignored for generations The law didnt 
say "market value", it said something like "the amount which a 
creditor would accept from a solvent debtor m payment of a just 
debt" The assessors twisted that wording all out of shape and it 
wasn’t until after the assessors’ scandal in 1965 66 that we got a 
market value definition in the Code that made much sense and 
began to get legislation on the ratio of market value at which 
assessments were to be made ]* 

[Discussions deleted] 

As I said, the assessors didn’t like the 1949 law mainly 
because it required announcement of county ratios and the 
statewide average This requirement was of most mterest to a 
small coterie of assessors The other assessors were dominated by 
this small group Russ Wolden and John Quinn ran the County 


*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material during his review of 
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Assessors Association 

As assessors of the biggest communities in the state’ 

Yes San Diego, Orange and Santa Clara Counties probably hadn’t 
become bigger than San Francisco yet, so the San Francisco and 
Los Angeles assessors, who were politicians first and assessors 
second, had their way m the assessors association 
So, assessors opposed the 1949 law mainly because it required 
announcement to the public of county assessment levels, and 
county supervisors opposed it mainly because they were afraid it 
would substantially reduce the assessed value of railroads and other 
public utilities and thus reduce county revenues’ 

Yes, but the reduction of taxes on state assessed property m order 
to fund the counties’ budgets This shift of taxes to 
county assessed property was unpopular among all elected county 
officers, both assessors and supervisors, because that property was 
owned mostly by homeowners and other county residents, while 
owners of state assessed properties were mostly nonresident 
corporations 

Were residential properties favored because their owners made up a 
large part of the voters at the local elections? 
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Yes and farm properties were usually favored for the same reason 
as well as a desire to preserve the family farm 
Having gone to appeal my assessment in my county, I didn’t feel 
that I was getting favorable treatment 

Well, it isn’t quite the same picture, now at least, that it was thirty 
years ago 

Yes, that’s probably true 

Thirty years ago and on through the sixties it was common 
practice to favor residences If there was overt discrimination as 
there was m some counties it favored residential property if there 
was covert discrimination it probably did too 
[Discussions deleted] 

Did the public utilities also have some problems with the study and 
with the law that required announcement of county assessment 
ratios? 

Oh they were very much m favor of the law The principal 
lobbyist for the extensions every two years was a lobbyist for the 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company He could take credit for the fact 
that the operative date was deferred and the law itself was not 
repealed for a full decade 
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[Discussions deleted] 

[It is my recollection however that the state board didn’t start 
to narrow the gap between its 50 percent assessment level and the 
county assessors’ levels until after the 50 percent was validated by 
another legislative study A Jomt Interim Committee on 
Assessment Practices, chaired by Assemblyman Glenn Coolidge filed 
its report m the spring of 1959 Faced with a constitutional 
requirement that state assessed property be taxed "to the same 
extent and m the same manner’' as other property, the board had 
little choice, but it did manage to phase out its apparent 
overassessments without bemg hauled mto court 

MORRIS Did the board make any effort to equalize county assessment levels 
after its aborted attempt m 1951? 

WELCH Yes, the senate interim committee report that came out m 1953, as 
best I can recall it, recommended that the board proceed with its 
program after correcting the defects of its 1951 survey 
Appropriations were made for this work in the 1953 54 and 
1954 55 budgets ]* A new sampling model was developed with 


*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material during his review of 
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the concurrence of an advisory committee appointed by the Board 
after I had been given responsibility for this part of the program 
[Discussions deleted] 

In the 1951 study the appraisers selected their appraisal 
subjects at random in the sense that there was no dehberate effort 
to get a biased sample, but m a manner that would not pass 
muster among professional statisticians A truly random sample in 
which every property m the universe from which the sample is 
selected has an equal chance of bemg chosen, mcreased the 
workload because the selections were more scattered than they had 
been before but the appraisal staff managed to produce enough 
market value estimates to process mto ratios for all fifty eight 
counties by July 1, 1955 

Were these ratios to be announced as required by the 1949 law ? 
We thought so until the operative date of that law was postposed 
for another two years at the 1955 legislative session Then the 
board had to proceed under its constitutional mandate and the old 
statutory provisions that were to have been replaced by the 1949 


act 
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County Assessors Obiections 

Did this method suit the assessors better? 

I dont know that it did The board decided that the ratios for 
mneteen counties were so far out of line with the statewide 
average that their assessors should be given an opportunity to 
appear at public hearings m July and August The chief of our 
Assessment Standards Division who had been m at least nominal 
charge of the appraisal phase of the survey, had told the board that 
the assessors would like the proposed raises of their assessments 
They wanted the board to take the heat for raismg assessed values 
they knew were too low, he assured us Well if they liked the 
proposed orders, they had a queer way of showing that they did 
They came mto the board hearings with fire m their eyes and 
objected bitterly Nevertheless, the board issued orders to fourteen 
of the mneteen counties to raise their assessments Accordmg to a 
court decision rendered over one hundred years ago, this action 
under the constitutional mandate meant that each assessed value 
had to be factored up before taxes were computed and "extended 
on the assessment rolls 

That must have been the original constitution 



42 


WELCH Not quite It was the Constitution of 1879, which created the 

State Board of Equalization as now constituted and gave it the duty 
of equalizing county assessments Under this ruling of the state’s 
supreme court, the percentage mcrease for a county had to be 
equal for every property on the local roll, it couldn t vary within 
the county either geographically or by type of property The board 
did take the liberty of deciding that its 1955 order was to apply 
only to what’s called the "secured local roll" You’re probably not 
familiar with that term are you? 

MORRIS I’ve heard the phrase, but I couldn’t define it precisely 

WELCH The secured roll is made up of assessments which either relate to 
real property, or to both real and personal property when the real 
property is of sufficient value to assure that the personal property 
tax, which is automatically liened agamst the real property, as well 
as the tax on the real property will be collectible The real 
property guarantees payment of the tax The unsecured roll relates 
to other kinds of assessments most of which are of personal 
property The unsecured roll takes last year's secured property tax 
rate by reason of a constitutional amendment adopted long after 
the court decision I mentioned The board said, in effect, "It is 
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WELCH inequitable to take last year’s tax rate, which was high because 
assessments were law and apply it to assessed values that have 
been increased to compensate for low original assessments this 
year" So the board’s orders to the counties told them to apply the 
raises only to the property assessments on the secured roll The 
board took this action without any legal backing for it but with a 
belief that equity demanded it 

The officials of Tulare County litigated the order in the 
superior court and won One of the principal grounds for the 
court s ruling was peculiar to the Tulare County survey, the other 
such ground was the board s instruction to the county auditor to 
apply the raise only to the secured roll There were enough other 
findings of fact to make the board uneasy about appealing the 
decision, and to have done so would have badly disrupted the 
county’s tax collection process, so the board decided against an 
appeal [No other county tried to invalidate the board s order by 
court action, and every other county applied its 
order only to secured assessments ] * 


*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed matenal during his review of 
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Were the board members concerned about the amount of heat they 
were taking by that time? 

They were Fm sure they were qmte concerned, some might even 
have been glad we lost the court decision, but I never heard one 
say so They were really quite courageous I was with [Board of 
Equalization member] Paul Leake, for example in Mariposa County 
when the board of supervisors were considering what to do about a 
pending equalization order in a later year, I believe it was Paul 
talked the supervisors out of any action agamst the state board Of 
course, as you remember he was a reform minded person, so he 
would not necessarily be typical of the board members m terms of 
either his courage or his conviction 

There was one thing that I think really went wrong with this 
1955 survey and which may have been responsible for suspension 
of the program m 1955 56 when the appraisers hired to do sample 
appraisals were diverted to help the assessors of several counties 
cope with the damage inflicted by the winter floods 
Up in Yuba City? 

Yes Our appraisers were m Sutter and Yuba Counties for quite a 
while, and they were m one or two other counties, too, but I don’t 
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remember them well enough to mention names The rest of us 
went back to lick our wounds and try to figure out how to handle 
the situation 

The one thing that really went wrong was that the assessors 
were irate with our refusal to tell them what properties we were 
appraising (which they often learned by word of mouth from the 
property owners) and the values we had put upon them Their 
anger was quite understandable But we knew that an assessor 
could "salt the mine" if he had this information All such an 
assessor had to do was to see that these properties were assessed 
appropriately whatever he might consider appropnate and he d be 
home free And of course we would have had to treat all 
assessors alike whether we believed that all or only one would take 
advantage of the information we tried to conceal If I’d been an 
assessor I might have felt the same way most of the assessors did 
Yet we knew that was the way m which to completely rum the 
program 

New Appraisal Method the Monterey Agreement. 1956 

Well Mr [Robert M ] Gustafson, who had been my indispensable 

aide in developing and implementing the new sample design, and I 
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WELCH had an idea, and Mr Pierce embraced it and subsequently 

promulgated it with great skill and enthusiasm The idea was not 
to appraise properties that were just bemg assessed but to appraise 
properties that had already been assessed before the sample was 
selected tell the assessors what properties we had selected and 
appraise them as of the date to which the now irrevocable 
assessments were supposed to have related By comparing these 
assessed values with our appraised values, we could estimate the 
full market value of locally assessable property in the fiscal year 
pnor to the fiscal year in which we were making appraisals But 
this wasn’t the full value we needed to compare with the total 
assessed value on the secured roll for the year to which any 
equalization orders issued by the board were to be applied it was 
a year out of date 

If we were gomg to make a survey m a county during the 
1957 58 fiscal year for example we would select the properties to 
be appraised off the 1957 roll sometimes called the 1957 58 roll 
That’s a roll the assessor completed by July 1, 1957 or shortly 
thereafter We would make our selection of properties to appraise 
in July August or September After notifying the assessor of the 
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WELCH properties selected our appraisers would go in as soon as feasible 
and appraised the properties as of March 1, 1957, a date that 
precedes the time they visit the properties by several months After 
the appraisals were completed, the appraisers would discuss them 
with the assessor and his staff [(Under laws enacted later, the 
assessor could appeal unresolved differences to an Office of 
Appraisal Appeals which would transmit its recommendations to the 
board for adoption if uncontested or for board hearing of the 
assessor and final adjudication) The finalized appraisals would be 
processed mto an estimate of the full value of locally assessable 
property as of March 1, 1957 

But now we had to bring that estimate up to March 1 1958 
We proposed to make that projection by a well known statistical 
device called "multiple regression analysis," in which we would use 
current economic and demographic statistics for the county, such as 
retail sales and school enrollment, to estimate the change that had 
occurred between March 1 1957 and March 1 1958 in the 
county’s full value of locally assessable property When the 
estimate of March 1, 1958 full value was compared with the 
1958 59 assessments on the local assessment roll, we would know 



48 


WELCH whether to propose that the board issue an mtercounty equalization 
order to the county 

We did not propose that we survey all fifty eight counties 
every year for we doubted the legislature would provide us with 
an appropriation large enough to do this huge job At first we 
expected to make surveys every other year m all but Los Angeles 
County and every year there but we ended up with a budget 
request that we thought adequate for surveys every third year m 
each of the fifty eight counties This meant that one third of our 
projections by multiple regression would be for one year another 
third for two years, and the last third for three years, with a slight 
modification that was necessary because 58 is not evenly divisible 
by three ] * 

Mr Pierce announced this proposal to the assessors at the 
annual conference of the assessors and the board m Monterey The 
assessors found it acceptable and their representatives and the 
board members signed the "Monterey Agreement" on October 1, 


*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material dunng his review of 
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1956 We wrote the concept into a bill that was enacted into law 
at the 1958 session, 1 and that’s the way the board’s staff operated 
until Proposition 13 came m and knocked the props from under the 
whole intercounty equalization process 2 

MORRIS Did this new system work out to your satisfaction? 

WELCH For the better part of a decade, it worked pretty smoothly Then 
the price of California real estate began outpacing any other 
statistic that was available county by county An interesting 
aspect of the procedures under the Monterey Agreement is that the 
year after a county’s assessable property’s full value had been 
projected for the third year of the survey cycle, we derived a new 
full value estimate for the same year our three year projection 
related to Ideally, the two amounts should be equal As time 
passed, however, we found a growing gap between the two Our 
three year projections were always below the estimates based on 
our new appraisal surveys We were unhappy about this feedback, 
but we didn’t feel we could abandon the multiple regression 
estimate arbitrarily There was too much diversity among counties 


l A B 2674, 1959 Reg Sess Cal Stat, ch 1682 
Proposition 13 (June 1974) 
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in the size of the gap to apply an equal "fudge factor* because real 
estate values were increasing at very different rates And we didn’t 
have enough observations to compute a different factor for each 
county Unhappy as we were as I neared retirement our results m 
those years may look pretty good in comparison with what’s going 
on right now 

MORRIS At the federal level or the state level? 

WELCH The state level You probably don’t know about this, there’s no 

reason why anybody else should have told you of it Beginning in 
this 1988 89 fiscal year, a county can be penalized monetarily if its 
assessed value under Proposition 13 is found by the State Board of 
Equalization to be more than 5 percent below what the board s 
appraisers think it should’ve been after examining a sample of the 
assessments on the local roll I have a hunch that a county whose 
ratio falls below 95 percent won t be at all happy about that 
penalty They may think that the method of deriving this ratio is 
pretty crude To make matters worse, a ratio finding remains 
unchanged for five years unless a county has another survey made 
by the board at county expense and comes out with a ratio of a 
different magnitude The county’s expense may be high, and the 
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outcome will be uncertain so it is doubtful any county will use 
that escape value unless it has increased its assessments 
substantially Perhaps though no counties will fall below the 95 
percent level, if they should they may think our pre Prop 13 
methodology was pretty good in companson with what they have 
now 

MORRIS After adoption of the Monterey Agreement did the state board 
continue to issue mtercounty equalization orders? 

WELCH Very few I don t recall the number, but I m quite sure it never 
exceeded three m any year, and it may never have exceeded two 
The need for them became progressively less as we were able to 
obtain legislation along the lines of the 1949 law That law you 
will recall, made the issuance of orders to change local assessments 
unnecessary by providing that things other than assessments should 
be factored to compensate for different county assessment ratios 
This methodology was made applicable to the calculation of state 
aid to schools, to determine schools districts’ eligibility for 
construction aid to equalize the tax rate for taxing districts lying m 
more than one county to determine a county’s share in welfare 
aid, and one or two other intergovernmental transactions 
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[End Tape 1, Side B] 

[Begin Tape 2, Side A] 

WELCH There were a few things that went uncorrected in the absence of 
board orders to change individual assessments, such as means tests 
for veterans exemptions and welfare assistance and equalization of 
state assessment levels with county assessment levels 
[Discussions deleted] 

[But except for the latter, these things that were unattended 
to were rather unimportant veterans’ exemptions had atrophied as 
pnce levels rose and means tests for welfare applicants were 
arbitrary at best so who would mind if a few veterans and poor 
people received benefits to which they weren t really eligible? The 
board had phased down its assessment level for railroads and other 
public utilities to 25 percent the ratio at which county assessors 
were directed to assess before both state and local assessment 
levels were raised to full value m 1981 Proposition 13 created a 
new and larger differential between the tax burdens on 
state assessed and locally assessed properties that will probably 
remam as long as that proposition lives What’s more relevant to 
our conversation is that Proposition 13 destroyed the pre existing 
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mtercounty equalization program and led to the crude substitute I 
described a moment ago ] * 

Relationship with County Assessors and Other Officials 
MORRIS I get the impression that your relationship with the county 

assessors and perhaps the county supervisors too was something to 
which you had to give continuing attention 
WELCH Yes, it was There is a built m conflict between a state supervisory 
agency such as the State Board of Equalization and local officials 
There’s not a state in the umon that I know of where this conflict 
does not arise from time to time You can be almost certain that 
m any state where there is one big local government among the 
assessment jurisdictions, this government is gomg to be the center 
of anti state supervision 
MORRIS Resistance, right 7 

WELCH Yes It wasn’t until the assessors’ scandal came along in 1965 that 
the California assessors lost the upper hand For quite a while 
after that they were not powerful because they had lost legislative 
support That made life easier m the board I want to add 


*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material during his review of 
the draft manuscript 
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though, that my relations with the assessors was pretty good 
throughout my employment with the board and that it got better 
over time as the assessors became increasingly professional There 
were very few assessors whom I thought of as opponents and 
seldom more than one whom I thought of as an enemy I thought 
very highly of many of them 

I would imagine that your position was a sensitive one by reason 
of your role m developmg sampling programs and control 
mechamsms 

My position could hardly be characterized as sensitive until the 
latter part of my tenure as chief of the Division of Research and 
Statistics At that time I was put m charge of all aspects of the 
board’s intercounty equalization work both statistical and appraisal 
activities Then I became a controversial figure And when I 
became assistant executive secretary m charge of property taxes, I 
acquired responsibilities for appraisal of state assessed properties 
always a controversial subject among county assessors despite our 
eminently qualified staff m that area and for our advisory and 
mildly supervisory activities with county assessors 
Some of those reorganizations and the assessors scandal and [Los 
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Angeles County Assessor Philip] Watson s proposals to amend the 
Constitution are subjects I want to cover in our next interview 
I know there is a lot of additional ground to cover I’ve talked at 
length about the subject I know best and maybe it’s the subject 
that most needs recording though it isn’t without other 
documentation 

There is other documentation in the official legislative records and 
things of that sort And as time goes on, we will be talking to 
other people who had a different vantage point and a different 
responsibility So you needn’t feel that you have to answer all the 
questions 

There are two people who might be especially good interview 
subjects One is Mr [Herbert R ] Freeman, who succeeded Mr 
Pierce as executive secretary, and the other is [Chief Counsel, 
Board of Equalization Robert] Bob Hamlin one of a succession of 
very able attorneys who have headed the board s legal staff Mr 
Hamhn is now living m Rossmoor near Walnut Creek 
[Discussions deleted] 

When did Mr Freeman become executive director? 

In 1963 


[End Tape 2 Side B] 
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[Session 2 June 9 1988] 

[Begin Tape 3, Side] 

III TAXATION AND REVENUE LEGISLATION IN THE 1960s 
Role of Board of Equalization 

MORRIS I have this other sheet of questions about specific legislation that 
took place while you were in the Board of Equalization 
[Discussions deleted] 

I had a general question about the board Does it generally 
see its role as primarily encouraging and maintaining adequate 
county revenues, or does it see itself more as serving the concerns 
of the property owner, be it individual or corporate? 

WELCH [Aside from its intercounty equalization role the board itself has 
only one property tax function on which it acts regularly in 
response to requests from taxpayers This function is the valuation 
of state assessed property It doesn’t hear appeals on 
county assessed properties, as some of its counterparts in other 
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states do ] * 

Until near the end of my tenure, if not longer the board 
accepted the staffs recommendations on the value of state assessed 
properties Currently, however, as you may know from reading the 
newspapers, the board has become "taxpayer friendly" and has 
made reductions below the values suggested by its staff The taxes 
on these values go to local government so the answer to your 
question is that a majority of the board members are now more 
concerned with the taxpayers than with maintenance of county 
revenues It is my largely unsupported impression that the same 
tilt toward taxpayers has occurred in other tax programs with 
which the board is concerned 

MORRIS How long would you say that kind of attitude has been evident? 

WELCH Only m the last two or three years, I think trying to cast back m 

my mind when the last election of Board members occurred There 
are currently three members of the board who are said to be 
politically ambitious I’m not revealing anything that isn’t generally 
agreed to by such reporters as [Darnel] Dan Walters, whose column 


*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material dunng his review of 
the draft manuscript 
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appears in at least one and probably all three of the McClatchy 
newspapers and at least one other paper in the state These three 
members who have higher ambitions are a dominant influence in 
the five member board 

George Reilly, who was on the board for many years was generally 
considered to be politically sensitive 

Yes, he was but he was very much oriented toward the staff and 
very loyal to it with the result that he had a conflict there 
between his political onentation and his staff orientation And he 
usually went along with the staff I remember a remark he made 
to me many years ago He said 'When it comes to a vote I look 
at Dixwell, and if he goes like this [nodding his head], I vote yes 
If he goes like this [shaking his head] I vote no " [Laughter] 
Liquor Licensing 

How about Paul Leake 7 It s my recollection that Governor Warren 
appointed him because there were some problems m liquor 
licensing 

Pve heard that and I wouldn t be surprised to learn that it s true 
What could one Board of Equalization member do about that 7 
[He could advocate removal of the function from the Board of 
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Equalization, and Mr Leake did that That must have been a thorn 
m [William] Bonelli’s hide while they were both board members I 
don t remember offhand when Mr Leake was appointed to fill out 
an unexpired term of a member who retired one day before he died 
of cancer 1 fm sure it was before Bonelli’s term expired and before 
his trial for accepting bribes m return for liquor licenses ] * 

MORRIS Mr Leake must have been appointed before 1953 because that’s 
when Mr Warren went to Washington 
WELCH Yes, it had to be before then, probably m 1952 Then the 

constitutional amendment that had to be adopted before liquor 
control could be moved out of the board s jurisdiction must have 
been adopted m 1954 2 

MORRIS That’s the way I remember the sequence of events Had the staff 
of the board been aware of problems with liquor licensing and 
made some proposals for their correction? 

WELCH It would have been uncharacteristic of the staff to advocate 

1 Leake was appointed m December 1952, to replace Board of Equalization 
member Jerrold L Seawell 

*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material during his review of the 
draft transcript 

Proposition 3 (November 1954) 



60 


divesting a constitutional responsibility of the board, but I think 
those of us involved in tax administration, including Mr Pierce for 
certain would have been glad to see it come about The liquor 
licensing operation was almost a department in itself with limited 
connection with the rest of the board’s staff because of our 
administration of the alcoholic beverage excise taxes The 
politicizing of liquor licensing and the bribery of which Bonelli was 
convicted hardly touched the board s staff As far as I know it was 
just a board handout Whether a board member got paid for his 
generosity was never known by the staff members I knew or at 
least was never even hinted to me There may have been staff 
members m the board members district offices who knew, but 
these were people with whom I had httle or no contact 

MORRIS So it really didn t make much of an impact on your work when the 
licensing was moved out mto a separate department? 

WELCH That’s true I can’t say that I had no participation in the licensing 
process because I was m charge of research and statistics when 
that happened My function was supposed to be boardwide On 
one occasion George Reilly asked me to write a paper for which he 
was to take credit as author, and it dealt with one aspect of hquor 
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control The subject was what is euphemistically called "fair trade" 
which, as you know, means pnce fixing by manufacturers I wrote 
a pretty good article, but my heart really wasn’t m it It was a 
political paper only m the sense that it may have won some 
political support from liquor mterests It had nothing to do with 
deciding who got newly issued liquor licenses when a county’s 
population increase raised its license quota It was those decisions 
that got Bonelli in trouble 

MORRIS Was the pnce of alcoholic beverages related to the revenues that 
came into the Board of Equalization? 

WELCH No, it wasn’t, because the alcoholic beverage excise taxes the board 
collected were based on gallonage rather than on pnce Oh, 
alcoholic beverages were subject to the retail sales tax and m a 
sense "fair trading" had some influence there But that was a small 
tail wagging a big dog 

At headquarters we had one lawyer and no one else, assigned 
to hquor control activities I got to know him very well after 
1954, when he became assistant chief counsel for property tax 
matters I’m confident he had nothing to do with issuance of 
hquor licenses when a county’s quota rose 
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[Discussions deleted] 

1965 Scandal 

MORRIS You have already covered the evolution of the board s equalization 
activities from 1949 on I’d now hke to turn to a closely related 
subject In our previous conversation, you mentioned that Russ 
Wolden the San Francisco assessor, was opposed to the 
requirement m the 1949 intercounty equalization law that the state 
board announce its assessment ratio findings when the law became 
operative If there had been irregularities m assessment levels 
gomg back into the forties, what was it that happened m 1965 that 
made the irregularities become visible and eventually led to Mr 
Wolden’s departure from office 7 

WELCH We in the State Board of Equalization didn t actually know whether 
there was chicanery m the assessors offices although we had 
pretty good reason to think there was m San Francisco It became 
known from sources I cannot even guess that Wolden was deriving 
a considerable amount of mcome from "consulting* work I’ll use 
that word "consulting," but perhaps you should put it m quotation 
marks The question was raised by local investigators whether this 
so called "work" was a conflict of interest 
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Consulting with San Francisco county’ 

No I don’t know that the local investigation turned up evidence of 
the source of the fees 111 hazard a guess that they came either 
from taxpayers whose headquarters were not in San Francisco but 
who owned taxable property there or from tax agents those 
taxpayers hired to file their property statements 

I had been told by a member of the Detroit Board of Assessors 
m 1949 that Wolden had approached him and suggested that they 
collaborate, Wolden would refer people to the Detroit assessor in 
return for the Detroit assessor’s reference of people to him The 
objective my Detroit friend thought, was to influence assessments 
m a manner favorable to the taxpayers without concern for what 
the law required The Detroit assessor was a very honest person 
and he would have nothing to do with the proposal This mcident 
certainly suggested that Wolden was not running a clean office 
Besides Wolden’s whole attitude was such that you could sense 
there was a strong possibility he was not dealmg honestly with the 
taxpayers 


But we knew of no smoking gun to use the current cliche 
until 1965 In the wee hours of July 4, a man by the name of 
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Phillips his father invented the Phillips screwdriver who was 
working for property tax advisors James Tooke and Associates, 
defected He went to the firms office with a friend and a truck 
and carted off some file cabinets that contained evidence of payoffs 
by Tooke to Wolden, to the assessor of Alameda County [Donald E 
Feragen], and to the assessor of San Diego County, John 
McQuilken These payoffs were for favorable treatment of the 
firm’s clients 

These were not the only assessors who were suspect but I 
guess they were the only ones clearly involved It’s interesting to 
note that two of the three, and possibly all three though my 
memory of San Diego County practice is cloudy were deliberately 
assessing different property types at different levels In Alameda 
the differentials were a matter of common knowledge, but m San 
Francisco they were concealed in such a morass of inequities that 
they were not at all well defined Los Angeles was another county 
in which differentials existed but ironically, it was not the assessor 
who had presided over them for many years, John Quinn, but his 
successor Phil Watson, who was charged with manipulating a 
smgle assessment m return for a campaign contribution I always 
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felt that Watson was an honorable man, even when we had to go 
to the supreme court to force him to give us access to his files 
To complete the story, the assessor of San Diego County a 
man with an impeccable reputation, committed suicide shortly after 
his participation m the payoffs was revealed but his assistant 
assessor went to jail and died there, the assessor of Alameda 
County was sent to the correctional facility outside San Luis 
Obispo, and Wolden was sent to the [Department of Corrections] 
Medical Facility m Vacaville Wolden was released for medical 
reasons m a few years but died not long afterward 

MORRIS I had forgotten about the suicide 

WELCH The attorney general investigated the Santa Clara County assessor’s 
office but apparently found no evidence of improprieties This 
assessor was highly regarded locally as evidenced by the fact that 
he was the assistant county manager for a while, and we m the 
board thought well of him I remember that there was an overt 
differential in assessment levels m this county, but I don’t 


remember the details 
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Working with Legislators and Their Staffs 

Were there legislators with whom the Board of Equalization staff 
worked to clean up the assessors* acts? Or was this just left to the 
counties? 

No it wasn’t left to the counties The innocent assessors became 
mterested and Phil Watson had considerable mput mto the act that 
was designed to clean house We on the board s staff worked 
closely with Mr [Assemblyman John T ] Knox and Mr 
[Assemblyman Nicholas] Petris who I beheve was still m the 
Assembly and chairman of the Revenue and Taxation Committee 
We were able to work very comfortably with Mr Petns throughout 
his chairmanship of that committee but it was my first opportunity 
to work with Mr Knox 

Did you have similar working relations with the chairman of the 
Senate Revenue and Taxation Committee? 

Yes but they started at a later date They began with [State 
Senator] Howard Way and continued with [State Senator] Walter 
Stiem I had the highest regard for both of these senators and 
they seemed to have confidence m me 
Did Senator Stiem work on the assessment reform bill? 
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I m not certain whether he was chairman of the Senate Revenue 
and Taxation Committee at that time I can t remember that 
anyone on the senate side was very active in the drafting stage 
The bill was an assembly bill Mr Knox and his local Government 
Committee chief of staff [Thomas] Tom Willoughby along with 
Mr Petris and the chief of his committee’s staff [David] Dave 
Doerr, are the ones I associate mainly with the drafting process 
Its sad that both those staff men have been let go Perhaps they 
were a little too good for the legislature 
Because they knew more than the legislators? 

Oh goodness [Laughter] 

Well, you know that s an mterestmg question The legislative staff 
has been around for ten years and the chairman of the committee 
may have only been there for five or six 

Oh sure The staff members had much more opportunity to learn 
They didnt have the distractions that the legislators have, and they 
had a continuity that was unexcelled in terms of acquiring a 
background m the field No doubt about it Their background in 
the subject matter was comparable to what we m the 


administration had We didn’t feel inferior to them but beheve 
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me they were good very good 

Are these the people that [Assemblyman] Jesse Unruh brought m 
when he was speaker? 

Yes That changed the whole flavor of the legislature Up to that 
point, we had generally worked with the chairmen of the revenue 
and taxation committees Our opportunity to do so started when 
[Assemblyman Thomas J ] McBride now a judge m the federal 
district court, became chairman of the Assembly Committee on 
Revenue and Taxation Several of us m the administration were 
what Mr McBnde called his "brain trust" We would meet before 
each of his committee meetings and go over the bills scheduled for 
hearing with him It was an extremely interesting and valuable 
experience for me When Nick Petns took over the chairmanship 
of that committee he continued the practice Then Unruh staffed 
the committees with experts that the legislature could call its own 
The committees didn’t need our mput as badly but we were able 
to continue to supply it because we were m close touch with the 
staff and with the committee chairman as a rule 
Who were m this brain trust you mentioned? 

I don’t suppose I can remember all of them There were two of us 
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from the Board of Equalization our chief counsel the late Felix 
Wahrhaftig and me [Chief Financial Economist, W ] Ralph Cume 
was there from the Department of Fmance a welcome addition to 
any thoughtful group There must have been a representative of 
the Franchise Tax Board but I cant remember a name 
[End Tape 3, Side A] 

[Begin Tape 3, Side B] 

Revenue and Taxation Committee 

MORRIS At some pomt Mr Cume will stay home from Santa Cruz long 
enough so that I can do an interview with him 
WELCH I should think that would be worthwhile because he had a long 
career He was a tower of strength m the Department of Finance 
Of course [T H ] Jeff Mugford played a very important role m the 
department at that time, and became the department s director for 
a short time but well after the period Fm talking about 
MORRIS At the end of [Governor] Goodwin Knight’s administration? 

WELCH That sounds about right Jeffs still living, isn t he? 

MORRIS I think so Let me see if I have this right that Judge McBnde 

would ask you to sit down and talk about bills before a committee 
meeting or at the beginning of the session? 
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Before the committee meeting 

So that it would be a continuous process through the legislative 
session 

Right Weekly, more or less 

Would the discussion go over the lands of things that might come 
up during the committee session 7 

I suppose that might be part of the discussion It was mainly a 
question of the ments of the bills what was m their favor and 
what could be said against them 

In those days would you also appear at the committee hearings to 
give testimony? 

After my break m period when Mr Pierce often fulfilled that 
function, I frequently appeared m my earlier years with the board 
As time went on, the board had its own legislative representation 
a member of the legal staff My appearances became infrequent 
then more likely at the request of the committee chairman than 
otherwise 

What was the idea m adding a legislative representative to the 
Board of Equahzation staff 7 

It was the popular thing to do I suppose too it was felt that a 
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lawyer would be a more appropriate person for that post than I 
was Toward the end of my tenure, our legislative representative 
and members of the staffs of the Franchise Tax Board and the 
Department of Finance were invited to sit in front of the committee 
at the table that was previously reserved for witnesses who 
volunteered from the floor to testify 

The board s legislative representative wouldn t have the same depth 
of knowledge of what was gomg on m the department as you had 
would he? 

That would probably be true of property tax matters but not of the 
board’s other tax duties which by the time a legislative 
representative had been appomted were outside the scope of my 
duties Besides, we had a legislative committee m the board 
chaired by a board member, and this committee, of which the 
assistant executive secretaries the chief counsel, the chief of 
research and statistics, and of course the legislative representative 
were members, would draft the board s legislative program for 
presentation to the board and pass judgment on all other bills of 
mterest to the board 


[Discussions deleted] 
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Philip Watsons Initiative, 1968 

MORRIS I want to ask you about the constitutional amendment that Philip 
Watson the assessor of Los Angeles County, conceived and got 
onto the ballot by the initiative process in 1968 1 What was his 
concern 7 

WELCH He was concerned because he, like many other assessors, got the 
blame for higher property taxes that followed his efforts to assess 
real property at 25 percent of market value as required by law 
when real estate values were mcreasmg Assessors are not 
responsible for high taxes except m a perverse sort of way The 
assessor is responsible for appraising property, the amount of taxes 
levied on the property is determined by tax rates which are set by 
county supervisors and a host of other locally elected city and 
district officials 

If rising real property values are not accompamed by 
expanding government services rising assessed values can be offset 
by lower tax rates But the offset, at best cannot be complete 
unless the cost of previously provided services remains constant and 


^'Taxation Limitations on Property Tax Rate" Proposition 9, initiative 
measure defeated by voters m November, 1968 
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unless the assessor can bring assessments up to date throughout 
the county At worst, there will be no offset at all, last year’s tax 
rate will be applied to this year’s higher assessed values 

In 1968, there was no likelihood that an assessor would have 
a budget large enough to update throughout the county 
Computer assisted appraisals by assessors were m their infancy, had 
been used for some properties in one or two counties only 
Assessors were just beginning to implement an alternative that 
was gaining favor m the state board which I had described m a 
paper I read at a conference m Sun Valley in 1961 The Los 
Angeles County assessor was still usmg a cyclical program he had 
inherited from his predecessor, m which one fifth of his appraisal 
workload was updated each year 

MORRIS Did the board help draft the initiative? 

WELCH No The board itself took no position on the proposal that I can 
recall We on the staff had serious reservations about it Phil s 
solution to the problem he faced was to put a cap of 1 percent of 
full value m the measure But like many other initiatives this one 
suffered from faulty draftsmanship Ralph Cume and I co authored 
a magazme article m which we pomted out these faults and titled 
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it "A Pig in a Poke 1,1 I also testified in response to a specific 
question of the Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee, about 
the benefits landowners would gam from adoption of the proposal 
Because of what is known as "tax capitalization," I told the 
committee persons owning land on the day the proposal was 
adopted would enjoy an unearned enrichment of something like 15 
percent or more of the land s value pnor to adoption an 
enrichment that would not be shared with subsequent owners 

MORRIS You mentioned 25 percent as the assessment standard in 1968 did 
you not 7 

WELCH Yes and m doing so I may have made a shght error To the best 
of my memory the 1966 assessment reform act (A B 80) permitted 
assessors to announce ratios anywhere between 20 and 25 
percent 2 Then a year or two later, a law was passed forbidding an 
assessor to announce a ratio lower than the one announced the 
pnor year 

Finally I believe a 25 percent ratio was required in all 


*W Ralph Cume and Ronald B Welch, "A Pig m a Poke," Amencan Industnal 
Real Estate Journal. [ ] (September 1968) [ ] 

2 A B 80, 1966 Reg Sess Cal Stat ch 147 
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counties I am unable to recall how the phase m occurred and 
when it was completed, but I’m qmte sure that it was almost 
complete by 1986 

Publicly announcing the ratio and postmg a sign m a 
prominent spot m the assessor’s office took away much of the fun 
that a few assessors had enjoyed before the 1965 66 scandal, so 
the 25 percent ratio came easily 

What kind of organization did Mr Watson have for his initiative? 
Were other county assessors working with him? 

I don’t really know No doubt he had the sympathy of other 
assessors, but I don t know whether any of them worked 
enthusiastically for it All I recall hearing is that Phil worked with 
some Los Angeles attorneys in the drafting process 
Watson s view was that if you assessed accurately according to 
market value, a 1 percent tax rate on that value would suffice? 

Yes I dont think he expected to go to full market value anymore 
than [Howard] Jarvis and [Paul] Gann did m 1978 when they 
wrote mto Proposition 13 a maximum tax rate of 1 percent of "full 
cash value" One percent of full value became 4 percent of 


assessed value 
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Reagan’s Task Force on Tax Structure 

MORRIS When Ronald Reagan became governor in 1967 he set up a task 

force on the tax structure Did the task force come to the Board of 
Equalization for suggestions or make recommendations that might 
have been useful m your work 7 
[End Tape 3, Side B] 

[Begin Tape 4, Side A] 

WELCH No I know of no contacts by board members or board staff with 
the task force Knowing what we all do about Reagan s opinion of 
bureaucrats, I wouldn t be surprised if he or his assistants advised 
the task force to keep away from them 
MORRIS You had no input at all 7 

WELCH I did, but I don’t think I’ve ever told anybody about it Someone 
I believe it was Ralph Cume called me and asked whether I 
could suggest anyone to serve the task force as a consultant I 
recommended [James A ] Jim Papke a professor of economics at 
Purdue, whom I had known for years as an active and highly 
regarded member of the National Tax Association My 
recommendation was passed on to the governor or his aides 
anonymously I don’t doubt and Jim was appointed 
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MORRIS It made some general noises about property tax reform and the 
problems of homeowners 

WELCH It did? I didnt remember that, but it sounds as if that was the 

inspiration for the homeowners exemption, which was enacted in 
1968 1 That may have been the only thing that came of the task 
force’s efforts 

MORRIS The report didn’t get discussed m the legislature or anywhere hke 
that? 

WELCH I don t believe it did I saw a copy of the report, but I think it was 
bootlegged to me and I had to return it to the bootlegger I think 
but I could easily be wrong about this the report recommended 
adoption of a value added tax Papke was a strong advocate of 
this tax and that is no condemnation from me, because I was one 
of the early and still loyal advocates of the tax But it has not 
been well received by the states Michigan is the only state that 
has adopted it Papke had recommended it m one or more other 
states West Virginia for one If I’m right about this being a 
recommendation of the task force I would attribute Reagan s cool 
reception of the report to this one feature 

*S B 8 1968 First Ex Sess , Cal Stat ch 1 
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Do you think Reagan himself suppressed the report 7 
I certainly don’t know Maybe his advisors were mainly 
responsible though one would surely think he would have the final 
word on something as important as this Reagan was very 
dependent upon his advisors m those days, Pm sure, because he 
was new m the field Also, "suppressed 1 ' may be too strong a 
word Maybe the report was more widely distnbuted than I 
thought 

When you started this line of questiomng I thought you were 
going to go into Reagan’s own proposal for a restriction on tax 
rates, which you know I don’t doubt was the subject of a special 
election 
In 1973 

Was that the date 7 

That was Proposition 1A, which the voters defeated in November 
1973 Did you play a role m that effort 7 

A very minor role Judge [Anthony] Kennedy, now a member of 
the U S Supreme Court, was leader of the group that drafted the 


initiative amendment 
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Homeowners Exemption 

MORRIS I was trying to follow a chronological sequence so before going 
mto that subject I’d like to return to the homeowners exemption 
WELCH OK I’m sorry I skipped all the way from 1967 to 1973 
MORRIS It is my understanding that the homeowners’ exemption required a 
constitutional amendment Is that correct 7 
WELCH Yes All exemptions of real property required then and still require 
constitutional imposition or authonzation 
MORRIS Who m the legislature was involved in that or did that come as a 
recommendation of the Board of Equalization 7 
WELCH I don t think it came from us We had recommended something 
different that’s now a part of the California law but not a very 
important part It permits people of advanced age to defer 
payments of property tax until they sell their homes or until 
death 1 This idea was not too popular because the deferred taxes 
would continue to accumulate with mterest and eventually would 
be paid This seemed to us on the staff to be a more financially 
responsible kind of cure for the problem of the elderly people But 
it didn’t go anywhere at first Eventually it was adopted as a sort 


1 A B 1070 1977 Reg Sess Cal Stat, ch 1242 
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of supplement to the homeowners’ exemption It is utilized by 
some people but not very many The Franchise Tax Board handles 
the program, so it’s something I don t know a lot about I don’t 
know where the legislative push for the homeowners’ exemption 
came from, but I vaguely recall a lobbyist for an orgamzation 
representing elderly people perhaps the AARP [American 
Association of Retired Persons] I m quite sure we didn t fight it 

MORRIS The revenue implications were not considered to be that great? 

WELCH I don t think they were considered prohibitive There’s a sort of 

ethic among property tax administrators that you try to preserve a 
broad tax base and resist what are called "tax expenditures 11 But I 
think we on the board’s staff recognized that the homeowners’ 
exemption had merit on grounds of equity We probably were 
able to see the wave of the future, too, and had enough common 
sense not to resist it I can’t imagine the board members opposing 
it 

MORRIS There were other suggestions for property tax exemption by Casper 
Wemberger when he was director of [the Department of] Fmance 
Was that anything with which you were involved? 

I don’t know what that may have been Can you help me? It 
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seems to me that might’ve been out of character for him to suggest 
exemptions but I’m ready to listen 

MORRIS Yes "[State] Senator Craig Biddle and Director Wemberger 

proposed a bill for exemptions on property tax and personal mcome 
tax and reducing the busmess inventory tax aimed to encourage 
individual responsibility and initiative 1,1 Does that ring a bell? 

WELCH There’s a slight tinkle but not very loud I remember on one 

occasion Paul Leake tried to get Wemberger and me to participate 
m a TV program m which Weinberger would advocate exemption 
of inventories and I would oppose it So it makes sense that 
Weinberger would have favored this exemption I thought this 
event occurred after Wemberger had left the Reagan administration, 
but I may be wrong about the timing At any rate, Paul’s proposal 
didn t go anywhere My opposition to the inventory exemption 
arose from my belief that a busmess whose assets were mainly 
inventories shouldn t be treated more favorably under the property 
tax law than a busmess which had a large part of its investment in 
other kinds of personal or real property 

MORRIS So Mr Wemberger doesn’t nng much of a bell as far as relations 

x San Francisco Chronicle. May 11, 1969 
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of the Department of Finance and the Board of Equalization are 
concerned during the couple of years he was director 7 
The only other thing I recall was sitting with him and his budget 
people around a table and urging that we needed a larger budget 
for mtercounty equalization work in view of the fact that Los 
Angeles County spent more to disprove our conclusions that we 
spent arriving at them 

He did his own querying of different umts of government while 
preparing the governor’s budget? 

I don’t remember the stage of the budgeting process at which this 
meeting took place but what you are suggesting sounds 
reasonable I don t recall any other director of finance meetmg 
with us By the time our budget was heard by a subcommittee of 
the Assembly Ways and Means Committee or the Senate Fmance 
Committee the Legislative Analyst’s representative was likely to 
play the major role m attacking or defending our budget request 
and the governor’s budget 
[Discussions deleted] 



83 


Legislative Hearings on the Budget 

MORRIS When you got to the legislative hearings on the budget, were the 
legislators stem with the Board of Equalization or did they figure 
that you had elected heads of your operation like them and would 
tend to go along with what the board wanted? 

WELCH That s an interesting conjecture that the legislators had a feeling of 
rapport with the board members because all were elected I never 
sensed any advantage for that reason, perhaps because the board 
members didnt attend the hearings I would often fare quite well 
because I was usually close to the chairmen of the revenue and 
taxation committees and a current or past chairman might be on 
the subcommittee Whether other parts of the board s staff felt 
they had been well treated by the legislative committees I’m not 
sure 

I did make a contribution to the thinking of some people on 
the adequacy of the staff of sales tax auditors One of the things I 
had done when I was m charge of research and statistics was to 
help devise a method of measuring the optimum size of a sales tax 
audit program While much of the work was performed by sales 
tax auditors and one of my most competent assistants I did make 
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WELCH an important contribution by emphasizmg the importance of 
distinguishing the marginal productivity and the average 
productivity of the audit staff and improvising a means of 
measuring the marginal productivity Our study received 
nationwide attention and stimulated efforts on the part of other 
state administrations to emulate it I doubt that anyone else was 
successful, despite my lucid explanation of our model But I 
believe we were able to neutralize the legislative analyst’s 
opposition to a larger audit program 

The legislative analyst Alan Post was a good friend, and I 
didn t promote our study out of any desire to be unfriendly But 
he had assigned to our program a former State Board of 
Equalization sales tax auditor who had left the board with a big 
chip on his shoulder He probably genuinely thought the boards 
audit program was overblown whereas our study disclosed that it 
was short of optimum Our concept of optimum was that the 
marginal audit would disclose as much misplaced tax as it cost to 
make the audit By misplaced tax we meant the sum of deficiency 
assessments and refunds The legislative analyst’s report always 
evaluated our audit program m terms of net revenues deficiency 
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assessments less refunds and made no effort to give effect to the 
marginal concept We were completely confident that we were 
right in both of these respects, but our ex employee being an 
auditor rather than an economist, contmued m his errant ways 
until he finally retired I should make it plain that the program we 
conceived left a large net revenue to the state because audits short 
of the margin produced a large excess of deficiency assessments 
over the cost of making the audits plus the refunds they generated 
Would you suppose the legislative analyst’s staff would feel that 
you were intruding on their prerogatives? 

I don t know that that would be an appropriate feeling, because 
our conflict was on principle rather than policy If you had 
auditors gomg out and finding people who had paid too much tax 
their method of evaluating the size of our audit program would 
mean you should get nd of these auditors I don’t think Alan s 
staff m the days I m talking about realized that the auditors who 
were finding overpayments were also finding underpayments and 
that you can’t cut back on audits without cutting both deficiencies 
and refunds 


MORRIS When the legislative leadership changed did that affect the urgency 
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with which the board’s interests were pursued? You know Senator 
Hugh Bums was president pro tem of the senate for a long time 
and then m the early 1970s Senator Howard Way and Senator 
[James] Jim Mills took over Did those changes have any 
noticeable effect on Board of Equalization matters? 

I don’t think so I would say that Senator Way was friendly to the 
board judging solely by my relationship with him Wasn’t he 
chairman of the Revenue and Taxation Committee for a while? I 
believe I referred to him as such in earlier parts of our 
conversation I would characterize Senator Burns’s relationship to 
the board as passive Senator Mills seemed rather indifferent to 
the board I should stress, however, that both the president pro 
tem of the senate and the speaker of the assembly operated on a 
higher plane than I did And I should reiterate what I’ve said a 
good many times the board members were not active m the 
legislature Let me add that I don t remember ever meeting 
Senator Mills, he became president pro tem rather late m my 
career with the board 

That’s about the point at which the Board of Equalization brought 


m its own legislative representative, isn’t it? 
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It might very well be, but I don’t think there was any connection 
between the two events We were related to the chairmen of the 
Revenue and Taxation Committees and to a lesser extent to the 
Assembly Ways and Means and Senate Fmance Committees, not to 
the political leaders of the two houses 
MORRIS You mentioned Assemblyman MacBnde earlier m our conversations 
Were there other members of the Revenue and Taxation 
Committees who were outstanding either m support of the board or 
for suggestions as to what needed to be done by the board? 

WELCH Well, Mr MacBnde was succeeded as chairman of the assembly 

committee by Nicholas Petns, I believe He was and still is a very 
competent person, and our relationships were very pleasant They 
began to detenorate a little after we issued an equalization order 
to Alameda County m 1955 but I can’t say our rapport was 
destroyed [When the Republicans gamed a majonty in the 
assembly I believe chairmanship of the committee went to a San 
Francisco legislator whose name I’ve forgotten and he seemed too 
impressed with Russ Wolden’s competence to give us much 
credence Then for a long time Assemblyman [Joseph] Joe 
Gonsalves was the committee chairman, and many of my most 
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pleasant experiences occurred during his regime He appomted me 
to several task forces, the most excitmg of which was one charged 
with rewriting the version of Article XIII of the Constitution which 
the Constitution Revision Commission had referred to the 
legislature And he frequently asked me to testify at interim 
committee hearings 

On the senate side we on the property tax side of the Board 
of Equalization had a slightly frosty relationship with Senator 
Hulse, followed by a very friendly relationship with Senators Way 
and Walter Stiem Senator Stiem was chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Revenue and Taxation for a long time, and we were 
able to work with him very productively]* 

Serrano Pnest Decision 

MORRIS I think Assemblyman [Robert] Bob Moretti was speaker when the 
Serrano Priest decision came down and the legislature had to give 
consideration to full equalization of public school financing 1 Was 


*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material during his review of 
the draft transcript 

1 Ronald B Welch Property Tax Implications of School Finance Court 
Decisions " The Assessors Journal [ ] (April 1973) [ ] 
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that something with which you became involved? 

My mvolvement was limited I wrote a paper on the subject for 
the annual conference of the National Association of Tax 


89 


Administrators so I was quite familiar with the first Serrano v 
Priest decision 1 After I retired, I was appomted by the 
superintendent of public instruction to chair a subcommittee of a 
group that was appointed to take advantage of some federal funds 
made available for state school research of various problems I 
believe our part of this study produced no useful results because of 
the adoption of Proposition 13 shortly before the report was 
completed That proposition so altered the school financing 
structure that we could as well have started our study all over 
again or left it out of the report of the whole committee I had 
told the subcommittee that I expected Proposition 13 to pass, but I 
had no opportunity to discuss its possible consequences 
[End Tape 4 Side A] 


1 Serrano v Priest. 5 Cal 3d, 584, 1971, Serrano v Priest. 18 Cal 3d, 728 


1976 
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[Begin Tape 4 Side B] 

Proposition 1A. 1973 

MORRIS You said you had some mvolvement in Governor Reagan’s 
Proposition 1A that I’d like to explore further 
WELCH Well my participation was at a very late stage of the work The 
governor’s office asked the State Board of Equalization to supply 
someone as a member of the task force that was drafting the 
initiative and was encountering a lot of flak 

I approached this assignment with misgivings because the 
initiative had been widely advertised with false claims The 
advertisements said with no qualifications that federal, state, and 
local taxes absorbed over 40 percent of the nation’s personal 
mcome and could be expected to pass the 50 percent level m a few 
years This sounded very high to those of us who had any concept 
of the figure The Legislative Analyst s Office found out that a vast 
amount of nontax revenues had been added to the tax revenues 
including postal receipts, hospital receipts, and many other 
revenues I assume that the governor didn’t know how the 
percentage had been raised so high but perhaps he should either 
have appomted better assistants or asked some questions that he 
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didn’t ask 

You mentioned that Anthony Kennedy the recently appointed U S 
Supreme Court justice was the leader of the task force that was 
drafting the measure How did you relate to him? 

I had known his father as a lobbyist for the liquor industry and 
Tony as he was then called, took over this account when his 
father either retired or died So I thought of him at the time as a 
lobbyist rather than an attorney I didn’t blame him for the 
fraudulent advertisements which I had reason to believe were 
conceived by a member of the governor’s staff 
You were surprised to see him m this capacity? 

I don’t know that I was surprised because I knew he was a smart 
man That became abundantly clear as the work progressed My 
brief contacts with him were very pleasant I found him thoughtful 
and considerate While he was given a job to do that I wasn t 
enthusiastic about I wanted to be helpful in making the measure 
as clean as it could be for I expected it to be adopted 

I can recall only one significant suggestion that I made, and 
Mr Kennedy accepted it as soon as I explained it If the 
constitutional amendment were to pass, I wanted it to be 
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compatible with a statutory increase of the assessment level from 
25 percent, which it locked m as written at the time I joined the 
task force, to 100 percent Mr Kennedy saw the point at once and 
agreed to make the change I had written out for his consideration 
It didn’t take five minutes to gam his acceptance Naturally, I 
thought he was pretty smart 

Were you doing this on Board of Equalization time’ 

Oh yes 

That’s interesting because it was an initiative measure that had a 
great citizen’s committee attached to it, didn’t it’ 

I really don’t know I suppose we thought a request from the 
governor’s office was a command performance 
Oh you were just on the technical side of the work’ 

The group with which I was working was engaged solely in the 
drafting process 

Did [Executive Director, National Tax Limitation Committee former 
executive California Office of Economic Opportunity] Lewis Uhler 
participate m the part you were working on’ 

I vaguely remember meeting him before I started the work, but I 
don t recall whether he was part of the task force that was drafting 
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the measure I doubt that I really knew who was on the task 
force 

You said a little while ago that you thought Proposition 13 was 
going to pass Were you mvolved in that campaign at all? 

No not at all The vote on this proposition occurred several years 
after I retired from state service I don’t remember that anyone 
asked me for my opinion on the merits of the measure, and I may 
have had little opportunity to volunteer it outside the school 
finance subcommittee I expressed my disapproval to the 
subcommittee members and on every subsequent opportunity 
Thoughts on the Property Tax 

While you were still with the Board of Equalization, did you get 
the sense that the whole property tax question might continue to 
be of enough pubhc concern to give nse to an initiative measure? 

I don’t suppose I did It’s hard to backcast to my thinking of years 
ago At that time I felt that California had the best property tax 
administration m the United States and I was not alone in this 
thought I’m sure there were many people who were experts in the 
field mcludmg those m the national circles I moved in while I was 
active in the National Tax Association who shared my opinion 
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What I probably underestimated was the extent to which rising 
property taxes made good administration irrelevant 
Your vita is impressive 

Not as impressive, I’m sure, as those of many whom you interview 
I d like to take a couple of minutes and talk about your contacts 
and influence 

Well during the years I was secretary of the National Tax 
Association and for all but the last two years of that tenure the 
chief executive officer of the association, I met people from all over 
the country The association had three categories of members tax 
administrators mainly at the state level, faculty members from the 
leadmg universities and persons mainly engaged in furthering the 
mterests of large busmess taxpayers as lawyers accountants and 
tax representatives Smce the presidency rotated among the three 
groups it was my objective to work amicably with all three It 
was from this varied constituency that I gained my opinions about 
the quality of property tax administration m California 

Of course the best administration doesn t necessarily make a 
tax popular I have yet to meet a high tax that is popular There 
were plenty of signs that the property tax was m trouble m 
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California One of the major signs was that the values of homes 
and home sites were nsmg very rapidly The State Board of 
Equalization, through its staff was pressuring the county assessors 
to mcrease their assessments to reflect this rise as the law 
required According to the best information that was available to 
me which probably wasn’t very conclusive but I think is to be 
given credence busmess property values were not advancing 
anywhere near as fast as residential property values 

MORRIS Did you get any sense that the public was concerned about an 

inequity between busmess property and residential property, or just 
that their property taxes were gomg up? 

WELCH I think the general public felt their properties were bemg overtaxed 
partly because we on the State Board of Equalization’s staff were 
pressunng the county assessors to keep their assessments up to the 
full statutory level We had devised a system which permitted the 
assessors to keep their appraisals closer to 100 percent than they 
had been m the past This is one of the great contributions that 
the California State Board of Equalization made to assessment 
practice nationwide and even internationally Although I lent my 
support to this system, the person who really pulled the load m 
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WELCH this case was Robert Gustafson, a vety able statistician who is still 
with the board Unfortunately, the system is best adapted to 
assessment of smgle family residences, and our opportunity to 
extend it to other property types was stifled by Proposition 13 
We had read an article m the Appraisal Journal, a publication 
of the American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, about a study 
made m Pittsburgh which permitted one to arrive at estimates of 
market value of real property that had not been sold recently by 
use of computers The sales prices of properties that had been sold 
recently were used as the key to the value of properties that had 
not been sold recently This was another use of the multiple 
regression technique that I described m connection with the 
Monterey Agreement In this case what you did was to "regress" 
the pnces at which properties had recently been sold against 
characteristics of those properties, like square footage, number of 
bedrooms, type of wall construction and a dozen or more other 
variables sort out the variables that seemed to have significant 
influences on pnce, and use these variables in an equation that 
could then be applied to the same charactenstics of properties that 
had not been recently sold to denve an estimate of the pnces that 
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they could have been sold for This methodology is now used not 
only by assessors in states other than California but by real 
estate brokers and salesmen and by insurance compames that 
insure homes for what it costs to replace them 
[Discussions deleted] 

Why did you say "in states other than California" 7 
Because Proposition 13 prohibited market value appraisals of 
properties until they were sold 

Did you see that Paul Gann has been saying recently that people 
who have lived in their homes a long time have an unfair break in 
taxes as compared with neighbors who buy homes of the same age 
more recently 7 
Did Gann admit that 7 

Yes In fact he said that is an inequity that should be redressed 
I beheve I did see that recently I wonder if I would agree with 
the method by which he thinks that inequity should be redressed 
I doubt it 

I ve lived in my house for twenty years and the guy next door to 
me bought his last year He’s being assessed at four or five times 


what I am 
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As you leave you might look at the houses on either side of ours 
As compared with us, their owners are fairly recent arrivals They 
pay more property taxes than I do I think that’s ridiculous, 
because this house is much bigger than theirs and is constructed 
out of more expensive materials 
Is this the Del Paso Heights area 7 
No that area is quite a ways west of here 
Oh this is the Del Paso Country Club area 7 
Yes, the country club is a few blocks south of here 
I understand that before Paul Gann got into tax reform he was 
mvolved with a citizen’s crime prevention patrol m the Del Paso 
Heights area I thought you might have known of him m that 
connection if you lived in that area 

I met him long ago, but I didn t know of him m that connection 
Lessons from Expenence Relation between State and County 
Government 

Are there any other lessons from long expenence with tax 
equalization and the relation between state and county 
government that might be useful in terms of understanding how 
things get done in the state of California 7 
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WELCH Well, fortunately I guess we on the state board were not involved 
in the current conflict arising from state imposition of new duties 
or expanded levels of service on local governments without the 
financing with which to discharge the duties I always felt that 
was a difficult concept, and I still wonder how the state can handle 
it as it does As I understand the procedure, the amount a county 
receives from the state to perform a function mandated by the state 
is usually based on the county’s claim I wonder how accurate 
these claims are and how uniformly the counties compute their 
claims Are the amounts computed under rules promulgated by the 
state controller? Are the claims audited? The costing of a 
government activity is not a simple matter especially when it 
mvolves an administrative unit with numerous other duties and 
some common overhead, or when it involves interdepartmental 
charges I was never entirely satisfied that counties could be 
expected to make demands on the state m a fair and uniform 
manner Even though the claims were honest would they be 
uniform? 

MORRIS From one county to another? 

Yes Well, we didn’t get mvolved in that problem I drafted some 
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proposed legislation at one time which would give to the State 
Board of Equalization the job of monitoring claims for 
reimbursement of local governments for losses arising from new or 
expanded property tax exemptions God knows I wouldnt want to 
have to administer what I drafted, but someone would have had to 
assume that responsibility under legislation then under 
consideration Imagine how you might go about determining how 
much a local government lost when business inventories were 
exempted from property taxation 

[I guess the best you could do, short of a purely arbitrary 
determination would be to appraise a randomly selected stratified 
sample of the inventories in the community, but I dont know how 
you could stratify the universe as you must to use a stratified 
sample ] * 

MORRIS How important is it that the state of California practices conform 
to those m other states? How much mterest is there m doing 
things here the way they are done m other states? How much are 
other states’ practices used as a benchmark for whether what we’re 


*Mr Welch added the preceding bracketed material during his review of 
the draft transcript 
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doing in California is the way it should be done? 

I would say that California for many years regarded itself as being 
somewhat superior, and therefore didnt have to look to other 
states to see how to do things But if we had any such sense of 
superiority, we ought now to have a sense of inferiority because 
we aren’t doing many things as well as we used to do them That 
isn t to say we did things 
Poorly? 

inexpensively We did things both well and, I suppose 
expensively There’s no question that the practice in other states 
has a bearing on what we do here m California Generally, I 
assume there’s a certain amount of wisdom m consensus The 
consensus of the fifty states is an important influence, especially 
when reduced to an average One of my companions on the golf 
course asked me just the other day ir What do you think about the 
size of classrooms? When I was a boy [I think he was m 
Washington D C ] we had big classes I don’t think I suffered 
from it" Well, I said, "I came from the opposite end of the 
spectrum I came from small classes and I believe that the 
individual attention we got, even if it came only from the 
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classroom recital made small class sizes an important part of the 
learning process 11 

To resolve differences m viewpoints such as those, we look to 
other states What do they have in the way of class size? Almost 
all of them, I guess, have smaller class sizes than we do As far as 
taxes are concerned, we m the state board always wanted to get 
more uniform laws as long as other states conformed to our laws 
and not vice versa! Mr Pierce was a pioneer m advocacy of 
multi state auditing of firms operating in many states and we gave 
encouragement to counties to cooperate in auditing the property 
records of intercounty firms or to contract with us to have our 
auditors do the work for them This kind of cooperation is not 
easy to manage, but today there is a Multi State Tax Commission 
that helps with the job 

MORRIS You seem to have done a lot of consulting, including many 

California organizations Does this create any problems with the 
Board of Equalization? 

WELCH I’m surprised to hear you say that, because I’ve never thought of 
California as the state m which I have done most of my consulting 
smce retiring from the state board 
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MORRIS I didnt make a count I dont believe a majority of your jobs have 
been for California clients but I see a good many m the early part 
of your career as a consultant I was mterested m what kinds of 
things you would be asked to do by county boards of supervisors 
WELCH In a couple of counties, I was asked to make a study of the 
assessor’s office and to recommend changes if I thought them 
desirable My report was well received m San Mateo County In 
Santa Clara [County] I worked as a two man team with an 
employee of one of the "big eight 1 accounting firms that was less 
successful because Proposition 13 came into bemg not long after 
we made our report to the supervisors In Ventura County I was 
mvolved m an assessment appeals board hearing in which the 
assessor was accused of overvaluing homes relative to other 
properties, I thought the assessor had a good case, but I didn’t 
succeed in rescuing him from a difficult position I have been 
mvolved m a number of county assessment appeals cases on both 
sides of the issue some mostly while I was still with the state 
board, as a supporter of the county assessor, and more since 
retiring as a supporter of taxpayers who felt and I agreed they 
were overassessed I ve not been an important figure in California 
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as compared with what I’ve been nationally perhaps I make no 
pretense of being a second Alan Post I saw Alan a few days ago, 
and he was telling me in his usual modest way all the things he s 
been involved m If s fantastic 

He’s an amazing gentleman, isn’t he? But it sounds as if the 
busmess of assessing and equalizing assessments is much more 
sensitive and much more complex than the average person has any 
idea it is Ifs right there at the interface between state 
government and local government 
I think you are on safe ground when you say that 
Well, ifs an area I find extremely interesting but it seems to be 
neglected somehow 

Ifs pretty esoteric, and I think very few people know its intricacies 
or, from my way of thinking its importance One of the things I 
did when I was still in the board was to make up a tabulation 
annually of the amount of funds the state was distributing to local 
governments, or collecting from local governments in a manner 
that implicitly assumes assessment levels are equal The total runs 
to well over $2 billion Of course, we used to use this for our 
budget presentations 
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Would I find these reports in the board s office? 

I don t know I probably couldn’t lead you to them I think they 
were continued for a few years after I retired But then along 
came Proposition 13, and that temporanly ended the whole 
mtercounty equalization program The program that came mto 
bemg eventually was so different than its predecessor that I don t 
know whether a tabulation would be useful or meaningful We 
never published the tabulations I prepared, but there may be a 
passing reference to the totals m some of the boards annual 
reports 

Well, you ve answered all my questions If there s nothing else you 
would like to add Fll turn off my tape recorder 
One thing you didn t go into but may have gone into with [former 
executive director Franchise Tax Board] Martin Huff is the bank 
tax controversy 

It did come up in that interview 

We dont need to go into that then Let me say though, that I 
became mvolved when [John] Jack Campbell became the Franchise 
Tax Board’s executive director It was agreed that I would give 
one fifth of my time to the Franchise Tax Board and the rest of my 
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time to the research and statistics division of the Board of 
Equalization I was supposed to shore up the Franchise Tax 
Board s statistical system so that it could withstand legislative and 
judicial scrutiny As you know, we did prevail m the Umted States 
Supreme Court, thanks to the excellent work done by the attorney 
general’s office 
[End Tape 4, Side B] 



